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health care—from government policy
development to evaluations of program
effectiveness, from pediatric care to
end-of-life care, and from hospitals to
physician offices.

In addition to his service to the peo-
ple of Utah and Nevada, Jamie has led
and supported initiatives to evaluate
and improve the quality of medical
care delivered to all Americans. He has
served as a member of the board of di-
rectors of the American Health Quality
Association, an association rep-
resenting a national network of organi-
zations and individuals striving to im-
prove the health care delivered in
every state in our nation.

Mr. Cannon has also chaired numer-
ous committees and task forces at the
national level, providing leadership
and direction to other health business
executives committed to improving the
quality of clinical medicine.

In addition to providing a legacy of
health care quality leadership region-
ally and nationally, Jamie has also in-
fluenced the lives of many others in
the community. He is a devoted hus-
band, father of ten children, son and
brother. Throughout his life, Jamie has
also given generously of his time to
those in need through lay service in his
church.

Jamie’s genuine care and concern for
others is apparent in every interaction.
His boundless optimism and belief in
human goodness engenders trust, re-
kindles hope, and nurtures vision in all
those around him.

Mr. Cannon’s leadership and service
are respected and admired by his peers,
employers, business associates, friends
and neighbors, and family. I am proud
to know Jamie. He deserves the rec-
ognition and appreciation of Congress,
the Nation, and particularly the citi-
zens of Utah and Nevada.

With honor and pride I ask my col-
leagues to join me today in recognizing
and expressing appreciation to James
Q. Cannon for his many contributions
to quality health care in our country.
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WORK INCENTIVES IMPROVEMENT
ACT

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise
today to highlight the concerns of
some of my constituents who are par-
ticipating in an adult basic education
program conducted by the ARC of
Northern Rhode Island.

Earlier in this session, John Mullaly,
on behalf of his classmates, wrote to
me to express his concerns regarding
the use of the word ‘‘handicapped’’.

Mr. President, individuals who live
with disabilities are one of the nation’s
great untapped resources. They have
much to contribute, and they deserve
to be fully integrated into every aspect
of society. I am proud that so many of
my colleagues share this point of view
and that 70 senators have joined in co-
sponsoring S. 331, the Work Incentives
Improvement Act, legislation that al-
lows individuals with disabilities to
join the workforce while maintaining

their health benefits under Medicare or
Medicaid.

As we debate this and other related
legislation in the Senate, I hope that
my colleagues will also consider the
vocabulary we use. Mr. Mullaly and his
classmates have suggested that we re-
place the term ‘‘handicapped’’ with the
phrase ‘‘persons with physical/mental
challenges’’. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the text of Mr.
Mullaly’s letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE ARC OF NORTHERN RHODE ISLAND,
February 2, 1999.

Senator JACK REED,
Providence, RI.

DEAR SENATOR JACK REED: We are students
of Adult Basic Education at the ARC of
Northern Rhode Island. We believe that ev-
eryone should be treated equally and be
given the chance to be the best that he or
she can be. No one should suffer discrimina-
tion. We know you agree with this. We are
trying to educate the general public and we
need your help.

We are trying to tell them that it discrimi-
nates against us to refer to us as ‘‘handi-
capped’’. It is not an appropriate word be-
cause it puts a stigma on us and a limit as
to what we can do. It is incredible what we
can do and we would prefer to be referred to
as persons with physical/mental challenges.
We will take the challenge! That term gives
us inspiration to meet our goals. What are
our goals? To be the best we can be, to give
others love, kindness, and inspiration. Also,
to protect the rights of others like us, and to
educate the public.

Will you help us? Will you work towards
using the new terminology on signs in public
places? We would also like suggestions from
you on how we can help bring this about and
protect the integrity of all concerned.

Sincerely,
JOHN MULLALY, SPOKESPERSON,

Adult Basic Education Classes.
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WATER RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1999

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, on
March 23, 1999, the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works filed S. 507,
the Water Resources Development Act
of 1999, accompanied by Senate Report
106–34. At that time, the analysis pre-
pared by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice was not available, and therefore
was not printed with the report. The
analysis subsequently has been re-
ceived by the committee and I now ask
unanimous consent, pursuant to sec-
tion 403 of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Act, it be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,

Washington, DC, April 14, 1999.
Hon. JOHN H. CHAFEE,
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub-

lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional

Budget Office has prepared the enclosed cost
estimate for S. 507, the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1999.

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them.
The CBO staff contacts are Victoria Heid
Hall (for the effects on outer continental
shelf receipts) and Gary Brown (for all other
federal costs), both of whom can be reached
at 226–2860, and Marjorie Miller (for the state
and local impact), who can be reached at 225–
3220.

Sincerely,
DAN L. CRIPPEN,

Director.
Enclosure.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIMATE

S. 507—Water Resources Development Act of
1999

Summary: S. 507 would authorize the ap-
propriation of about $2.3 billion (in 1999 dol-
lars) over the 2000–2009 period for the Sec-
retary of Army, acting through the Army
Corps of Engineers, to conduct studies and
undertake specified projects and programs
for flood control, port development, inland
navigation, storm damage reduction, and en-
vironmental restoration. Adjusting for an-
ticipated inflation, CBO estimates that im-
plementing the bill would require appropria-
tions of $2.5 billion over that period. The bill
also would authorize:

Prepayment or waiver of amounts owed to
the federal government;

Spending a portion of the fees collected at
Corps recreation sites;

Free use of sand, gravel, and shell re-
sources from the outer continental shelf
(OCS) at eligible projects by state and local
governments; and

Sale of specified federal lands in Wash-
ington and Oklahoma.

CBO estimates that implementing S. 507
would result in additional outlays of about
$1.9 billion over the 2000–2004 period, assum-
ing the appropriation of the necessary
amounts. The remaining amounts authorized
by the bill would be spent after 2004. Enact-
ing the bill would affect direct spending;
therefore, pay-as-you-go procedures would
apply. CBO estimates that enacting S. 507
would reduce direct spending by $18 million
in 2000 and would result in a net increase in
direct spending of $6 million over the 2000–
2004 period.

S. 507 contains no intergovernmental or
private-sector mandates as defined in the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA).
State and local governments would likely
incur some costs as a result of the bill’s en-
actment, but these costs would be voluntary.

Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment: The estimated budgetary impact of S.
507 is shown in the following table. For con-
structing, operating, and maintaining
projects that are already authorized, CBO es-
timates that the Corps will need about $4 bil-
lion annually over the 2000–2004 period
(roughly the level appropriated in 1999). The
table shows the estimates of additional
spending necessary to implement the bill.
The costs of this legislation fall primarily
within budget function 300 (natural resources
and environment).

By fiscal years, in millions of
dollars—

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

CHANGES IN SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION
Estimated Authorization Level .......... 478 558 485 321 185
Estimated Outlays ............................ 239 446 510 414 278

CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING
Estimated Budget Authority ............. ¥18 6 6 6 6
Estimated Outlays ............................ ¥18 6 6 6 6

Basis of estimate: For the purpose of this
estimate, CBO assumes that S. 507 will be en-
acted by the end of fiscal year 1999 and that
all amounts estimated to be authorized by
the bill will be appropriated for each fiscal
year.
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Spending subject to appropriation

Estimates of annual budget authority
needed to meet design and construction
schedules were provided by the Corps. CBO
adjusted the estimates to reflect the impact
of anticipated inflation during the time be-
tween authorization and appropriation. Esti-
mated outlays are based on historical spend-
ing rates for activities of the Corps.
Direct spending

Prepayments and Waivers of Payments. S.
507 would authorize the state of Oklahoma to
pay the present value of its outstanding obli-
gation to the United States for water supply.
CBO estimates that, if the bill is enacted, a
prepayment of about $20 million would be
made in 2000 and that payments forgone
would be about $2 million a year over the
2000–2033 period. The bill would authorize the
Corps to waive payments from the Waurika
Project Master Conservancy District and the
cities of Chesapeake, Virginia, and Moore-
field, West Virginia, for other projects. CBO
estimates that under current law, payments
from these entities would total less than
$500,000 annually over the 2000–2031 period.

Spending of Recreation Fees. S. 507 would
authorize the Corps to retain and spend each
year any recreation fees in excess of $34 mil-
lion. At present, all recreation fees are de-
posited as offsetting receipts in the Treasury
and are unavailable for spending unless ap-
propriated. By allowing the Corps to spend
receipts in excess of $34 million, this provi-
sion creates the possibility of new direct
spending. CBO’s baseline projection of re-
ceipts is $36 million a year. Allowing for the

possibilities that receipts could be either
more or less than that projected level, we es-
timated that the expected value of addi-
tional spending from enacting this provision
is about $3 million a year.

Using Outer Continental Shelf Sand and
Gravel. S. 507 would amend the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf Lands Act to allow nonfederal
entities to use—without charge—sand, grav-
el, and shell resources from the outer conti-
nental shelf for shore restoration and protec-
tion programs and certain other construc-
tion projects if such projects are subject to
an agreement with the Corps. Under current
law, the Department of the Interior (DOI)
cannot charge other federal agencies for the
use of these OCS resources. Section 211
would extend free use of the resources to
nonfederal interests, including state and
local governments, for the type of projects
specified in the bill. Based on information
from DOI, CBO estimates that exempting
these projects from fees for OCS sand, gravel,
and shell resources would result in forgone
receipts of about $1 million each year. Pro-
ceeds from the sale of this material are re-
corded as offsetting receipts to the Treasury;
thus a loss of these receipts would increase
direct spending.

Sales of Land. S. 507 would direct the Corps
to sell at fair market value land that was ac-
quired for the Candy Lake Project in Osage
County, Oklahoma. The land was acquired in
the mid 1970s at a total cost of about $2 mil-
lion. Accounting for inflation, CBO esti-
mates the current value of the land at about
$4 million. CBO anticipates that the lands
could be sold in fiscal year 2000. Annual lease

payments and other revenues accruing to the
federal government from these lands are not
significant.

CBO anticipates that sale proceeds would
be counted for pay-as-you-go purposes. Under
the Balanced Budget Act, proceeds from non-
routine asset sales (sales that are not au-
thorized under current law) may be counted
for pay-as-you-go scorekeeping only if the
sale would entail no financial cost to the
government.

S. 507 also would direct the Corps to trans-
fer lands located in Clarkston, Washington,
to the Port of Clarkston. The Port would not
be required to pay for the lands as long as
they are used for recreation purposes. The
fair market value of the lands are estimated
at slightly less than $2 million. Based on in-
formation provided by the Corps, CBO antici-
pates that the lands would continue to be
used for recreation purposes after convey-
ance and that no consideration would be re-
quired. The Port currently leases the lands
from the United States without cost.

Pay-as-you-go considerations: The
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act sets up pay-as-you-go procedures
for legislation affecting direct spending or
receipts. The net changes in outlays that are
subject to pay-as-you-go procedures are
shown in the following table. (The bill would
not affect governmental receipts.) For the
purposes of enforcing pay-as-you-go proce-
dures, only the effects in the current year,
the budget year, and the succeeding four
years are counted.

By fiscal years, in millions of dollars—

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Changes in outlays ....................................................................................................................................................... 0 ¥18 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Changes in receipts ...................................................................................................................................................... Not applicable

Estimated impact act on State, local, and
tribal governments: S. 507 contains no inter-
governmental mandates as defined in UMRA.
State and local governments that choose to
participate in water resources development
projects and programs carried out by the
Corps would incur costs as described below.
In addition, some state and local govern-
ments would benefit from provisions in this
bill that would alter their obligations to
make payments to the federal government
and order transfers of land.
Authorizations of new projects

CBO estimates that nonfederal entities
(primarily state and local governments) that
choose to participate in the projects author-
ized by this bill would spend about $1.3 bil-
lion during fiscal years 2000 through 2011 to
help construct these projects. These esti-
mates are based on information provided by
the Corps. I addition to these costs, non-
federal entities would pay for the operation
and maintenance of many of the projects
after they are constructed.
Changes in cost-sharing policies

S. 507 would make a number of changes to
federal laws that specify the share of water
resources project costs borne by state and
local governments. Section 202 would in-
crease the nonfederal share or recurring
costs associated with new coastal shore pro-
tection projects from 35 percent to 50 per-
cent. This change would not affect the con-
struction of these projects. Some state and
local governments would find it easier to
satisfy matching requirements for specific
projects as a result of provisions in S. 507
that would allow additional in-kind con-
tributions or expand the range of expendi-
tures counted towards the required match.
Other provisions in the bill would expand the
opportunities for state and local govern-

ments to participate in water resources
projects.

S. 507 includes several provisions that
would alter the repayment obligations of
specific state and local governments, either
by allowing the prepayment of amounts
owed or by waiving amounts owed under cur-
rent law.
New programs

S. 507 would authorize several new pro-
grams that would assist state and local gov-
ernments. Specifically, the bill would au-
thorize total appropriations of $75 million for
fiscal years 2000 and 2001 for a program to re-
duce flood hazards and $30 million for the
same period for activities to protect and en-
hance fish and wildlife habitat of the Mis-
souri River and the middle Mississippi River.
State and local governments choosing to
participate in these programs would have to
provide 35 percent of the initial cost of any
funded project and all the subsequent oper-
ation and maintenance costs. The bill also
would authorize a program of technical as-
sistance for the purpose of developing and
evaluating measures to keep fish from enter-
ing irrigation systems. State and local par-
ticipants in this program would be required
to contribute 50 percent of the cost of such
assistance.

State and local governments would benefit
from a provision in S. 507 that would allow
them to negotiate agreements with DOI to
use sand, gravel, and shell resources from
the outer continental shelf for eligible
projects at no charge.
Conveyances

S. 507 would allow the state of Oklahoma
and the Port of Clarkston, Washington, to
take title to land and facilities now owned
by the federal government. Both could be re-
quired to pay the costs necessary to com-

plete these conveyances, should they choose
to take the property. The conveyances would
be voluntary on the part of these govern-
ments.

Estimated impact on the private sector:
This bill contains no new private-sector
mandates as defined in UMRA.

Estimate prepared by: Federal Costs: OCS
receipts—Victoria Heid Hall. All other
costs—Gary Brown. Impact on State, Local,
and Tribal Governments: Majorie Miller.

Estimate approved by: Paul N. Van de
Water, Assistant Director for Budget Anal-
ysis.
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FIRST FAMILY PLEDGE CAMPAIGN

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today
marks the completion of a year-long
public education effort called the First
Family Pledge Campaign to increase
awareness of the need for organ dona-
tion and to increase the number of peo-
ple willing to be organ donors.

The campaign has focused primarily
on the need to discuss organ transplan-
tation within the family. Open family
discussion is essential to ensure that
each person’s commitment to become
an organ donor is understood and hon-
ored by family members. As part of
that campaign, my wife Vicky and I
agreed to become organ donors, and to
discuss the issue in our family.

The campaign for organ donation has
been an excellent opportunity to recog-
nize the success of organ transplan-
tation in saving lives, and Congress
should be proud that it has helped to
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